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SUBJECT: NATO: The Key Issues

Introduction

1. The major problems in NATO derive today~-
as they have for some time--from three unresolved
and closely interrelated questions: (1) the future

2., From the inception of NATO to the present
time, the US has enjoyed a virtual monopoly of con-
trol over the nuclear forces at NATO's disposal and
the decisive voice in determining the manner in
which those forces should be employed. In both re-
spects, however, the US position is now under chal-
lenge. The growth of European power has brought
into question the political, psychological, and
perhaps economic practicability of the continuation
of a US nuclear monopoly; the brospective emergence
of a French nuclear force has brought into question
its technical feasibility as well,

i nuclear deterrent, of mapping a strategy for its

i use which would meet the Security needs of Americans

| and Europeansalike, and of guaranteeing that the
emergence of "Europe" as a world bower would lead

cuss some of the major developments of the past few
| weeks and months,
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Sharing Nuclear Control

4. Despite lengthy consideration of the prob-
lem, the Specific measures which have so far been

of NATO's then existing nuclear forces, These steps
included the strengthening of NATO nuclear forces

by the assignment to SACEUR of Britain's V-bomber
force ang three ys Polarig submarines, in addition

to him; the establishment by SACEUR of a4 deputy
responsible to him for nuclear affairs; the arrange-
ment for NATO-country officers to participate more
fully in the nuclear activities of the Allied Com-
mand Europe and in the coordination of targeting

at the Strategic Aip Command at Omaha; ang Provision
to the NATO countries of fuller information regard-

5. None of these arrangements involved any
real dispersion of nuclear control and none was in-
tended, The V-bomber force and the three Polaris
Submarines remain respectively under British and
Us Operational control, In accordance with the
Atomic Energy Act, the nuclear warheads of nuclear-
Capable forces in Europe assigned to SACEUR remain
in Us Custody, Moreover, the targeting for thege

forces will continue to pe coordinated
though such coordination will be in ac
SACEUR's list of targets, Therefore, the main ef-
fort to fing a more satisfying and permanent solu-
tion to the huclear control problem has focused in
recent months on the Nassay broposal for g multila-
teral nuclear force (MLF) Consideration of the

MLF remains, however, in the exploratory stage, and
it is evident that the political, eéconomic, and
technical obstacles to the creation of a mixed-mannegqd
naval nuclear force are still formidable ones, (For
fuller account of recent MLF developments, See at-
tached annex, )
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The Uses of Nuclear Power--The NATO Forces
Planning Exercise

7. The NFP exercise, which was approved by the
NATO ministers at their December, 1962, meeting, in-
volves a review in depth of the inter-related ques-
tions of strategy, force requirements, and the resources
available to meet them. It was intended--at least in
US eyes--as a corrective to past weaknesses in NATO's

in terms of national defense efforts, Under past pro-
cedures the Major NATO Commanders (MNCs) have had the

are incorporated and evaluated, However, these force
levels and national allocations have never been ac-

8. Despite the hopes that were held for it,
the NFP has had difficulties from the beginning and
it is now in serious trouble. The plans initially

responsible for the evaluating exercise and, second,
regarding the idea that all factors involved—-strategy,
force levels, ang resources--be evaluated simultane~-

rectives to the MNCs to produce alternative sets of
force goals on the basis of an evaluation of NATO
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Strategy which was started in 1961, This arrange-
ment was intended to satisfy French insistence on

agreeing on the Strategic concept as the first order

of business and in fact for Several months the

French barticipated effectively in the eéxercise,

However, in mid-November the French suddenly de-

clared their basic disagreement with the strategic
TYeappraisal as it had evolved to that point and,

Subsequent to this, served notice that they would

veto the issuance of pblanning directives to the

MNCs based on this document, 25X1
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2.7 The French Comments on MO

100/1 in general

involve a rejection of the concept of g flexible re-
Sponse in favop of Something close to the automatic
or ''tripwirer approach, They disagree with the at-

tempt to categorize possible Soviet

aggressions as

elther major or limited in nature, terms which they
feel leave too much room for ambiguity and indecision,
Thedir Spokesmen have Suggested instead the concept

of "unambiguous aggression" ang "local aggression,"
Placing many limited aggressions—-except border inci-

dents or brobes--in the category of

gressions, " Behind these apparent Semantics ig anp

therefore know with certainty that there ig g break~
ing point--tp pe defined according to military ang
geographic criteria—-beyond which he wiljl face the

trolled responses'-—that the best way to deter So-

viet nibblings or probes inp Europe is to make it
clear to Moscow that NATO can only respond with ny-
clear Weapons, If we build up conventional forces

this will decrease the risks, from the Soviet point
of view, orf small military actions ang cause the

PT00429A001200060008-3
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view, a build-up of conventional forceg increases,
rather than decreases, the danger of miscalcula-
tions, incidents, and general war,

eémphasis, The Germans Support the idea of increas-
ing conventional forces, but are particularly con-~
cerned that the forward bosition be held with what-
eéver is required to do the Job, They fear that any
bause in the use of nuclear weapons will result in

15. The British are torn by Several conflict-
ing interests, Their Strategic thinkers divide on
the issue of which posture is best designed to deter
Soviet probing, While the government ang the Labor
party may for various reasons, including domestic

pared to make ap issue of their differences, At

ahead, 1In the present instance, if the French choose
to stand on their present position they coulg very
likely make g fiasco of the NFpP exercise; they could
on the other hand choose top stand aside-~-ag they have
in other instances—-and bermit those who are willing
to Proceed, Ip either case it would not prevent NATO
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from falling back on its previous procedures, how-
ever faulty they are. '

17. The present case is more worrisome than
the others, however, because it remains unclear how
far De Gaulle intends to go. The US NATO delega-
tion in Paris has been apprehensive lest it was his
intention to provoke, sooner or later, a debate. which
might have more far reaching consequences on the
Alliance's cohesion, Although it is doubtful that
the French would "win" such a confrontation, they
might have some success in achieving further ac-
ceptance of the familiar tenets of Gaullist philos~
ophy: the uncertainty of the American bPresence in
Europe; the uncertainty of the availability of the
US deterrent to the defense of Europe; the imperative
need for Europe to rely increasingly on its own means
for its Security; and the advantages of accepting
French leadership,

The US and Europe: Partners or Rivals?

European relations--not only military, but in the
broad political, economic, and psychological spec~
trum as well. It is but another of the problems
which, in all these fields, encumber the achieve~-
ment of a new accommodation of European and American

Europe as well. It was assumed that this new con-
stellation of bower, with Britain as g member, would
remain indissolubly linked with the US—-militarily
through NATO, economically through the OECD and the
freer trade envisaged under the Trade Expansion Act
(TEA), and ultimately, in some kind of an Atlantic
political organization. Together these two collossi
would share more equitably the burdens of Free World
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defense and the development of the under-~developed
countries which in the post-War period have fallen
predominantly on this side of the Atlantic.

20, With the perspective of the past eleven
months it is now evident how serious a blow to this
concept De Gaulle struck last 14 January when he
made clear his intention to veto Britain's bid for
Common Market membership. By this one act he re-
Jected Britain as a link between the US and Europe
and identified it instead as the American Trojan
horse; he strongly invoked the concept of a "Euro-
pean Europe" (as opposed to an "American Europe')
and its claim to full equality in the Alliance; and
indirectly at least, he placed his finger on perhaps
the fatal flaw in the partnership concept--the absence
of a formula which would convinecingly reconcile the
US insistence on the indivisibility of the Western
deterrent force with its offer to Europe of equality
in all other respects. 1In the ensuing train of
events, the Conservative government in Britain aban-
doned any hope of early entry into Europe and re-
tired to mend its domestic political fences; the
spirit went out of the Common Market; in an atmos-
Phere of hostility and distrust the prospect of
European political unity was relegated still fur-
ther into the future; and transatlantic econonic
cooperation degenerated into the chicken war.

21. Depressing to the advocates of Atlantic
partnership as this post-veto chain of events has
been, it may nevertheless be in order to reserve
Judgment on the viability of the Atlantic partner-
ship for perhaps some months. No definitive com-
mitments to the MLF are called for in the immediate
future. Moreover, with luck, the dispute over
strategic concepts which has been further stirred
up by the NFP exercise will remain in the background,
rather than the forefront of the NATOQ ministers meet-
ing which opens 16 December.

22. Also, as was the case last January, the
immediate course of Atlantic relations may hinge
more on developments within the Common Market rather
than in NATO, In its marathon series of meetings
this month, the Common Market is wrestling with the
complex and interrelated questions of agricultural
integration and the EEC's participation in the trade
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negotiations called for by the Trade Expansion Act
(TEA) . Because of their potential impact on the
- US balance of payments, both questions have direct
implications for the feasibility of maintaining the
American presence in Europe, military and otherwise.
Moreover, the agricultural question is of sufficient
importance to the Common Market that the future of
Europe as a union and as a partner may well hinge on
its settlement,
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ANNEX
RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN THE MLF TALKS

1. After protracted bilateral talks, the repre-
sentatives of Britain, West Germany, Italy, Belgium,
Greece, and Turkey have for the past several months
been engaged in breparatory working-level talks on
the MLF, and these countries have recently been joined
by the Netherlands., These talks, which involve no
commitments are directed towards agreement on what
should go into a charter to establish a multilaterally-
owned, mixed-manned, naval force equipped with Polaris
missiles, Among the questions being considered are
the choice between a surface or sub-surface vehicle,
management, political control, finance, and the rela-
tionship of the MLF to NATO. A demonstration of the
feasibility of mixed-manning, using US ships, has

. recently been approved in principle and is awaiting
approval by the individual governments,

2, At least several more months will be re-
quired to complete these exploratory talks, and even
assuming their successful completion, grave doubts
would remain that the MLF will see the light of day.
Of the smaller participating countries, Greece and

on conventional forces, they are content with the

US nuclear monopoly, and they have a deep aversion

to anything assoclating the Germans with nuclear
weapons. In Italy, the MLF is a part of the struggle
over the center-left experiment., The accord lead~
ing to the establishment of the Moro government re-
serves "final judgment" on the MLF until a "complete
and organic plan" ig formulated; the rightists who
will be taking the lead in the next few months in

3. The two remaining participants in the pres-
ent MLF exercise are virtually at opposite poles in
their attitudes, West Germany has been the earliest,
most enthusiastic, and most consistent supporter of
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the MLF, and last April the Bonn cabinet agreed to
back a force in which~-initially at least~--the nu-
clear weapons would be deployed on surface vessels
and controlled in their use by unanimous vote of
the participants, Britain, on the other hand, al-
though a co-author of the Nassau accords, has just
as consistently dragged heels on the MLF and cast
doubts on the military need for it and on its
technical and political feasibility. London's
participation in the working group is on an ex-
pressly "no commitment' basis and was motivated
primarily by fears that an MLF charter might emerge
in which Britain had taken no part,

‘ 4. France rejected the MLF at the beginning
and it has steadfastly refused since then to show
any interest, Paris believes that a mixed-manned
fleet of surface ships would be ineffective from a
military standpoint; from a political point of
view, it has argued that control of a mixed-manned
force would be "uncertain'" and that the MLF would
simply be a cover for continued American domination
of Europe's defense effort. Although the French
have hinted at various times that their nuclear
force may be used in the defense of other European
nations, it has rejected any scheme which would re-
move the ultimate decision on use of the force from
the French president.

5. Lack of European enthusiasm for the MLF
has tended to stimulate the ferment of ideas re-
garding possible alternatives, most of them focus-
ing on the idea of an independent, purely European
deterrent. An approach to this has been the sup-
port which the Italians and the West Germans have
lent to the inclusion of a "European clause'" in any
MLF charter. Although not yet delineated, this
proposal would involve some US commitment to event -
ually relinquish its veto over the firing of the
MLF's missiles and/or to transfer its MLF contri-
bution to a European political organization, once

that is in being. Others would proceed more directly

to a European deterrent, but none has proposed a

feasible means of reconciling De Gaulle's oppesition

to supranationalism with the need for a controlling

political body having sufficient unity and authority

to act with the speed and decisiveness required to
lend credibility to the deterrent.
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6. In recent weeks—-due no doubt to the gloomy
electoral prospects of Britain's Conservatives--in-
creased attention has been aroused by clarifications
which the Labor Party has been introducing into its
standard position on the nuclear problemn. Although
Labor Party leaders have strongly opposed the MLF,
they have recently let it be known that a Labor gov—
ernment would at least regard the MLF as one possi-
bility if no other method of sharing control of all
nuclear weapons within NATO can be devised. The pre-
ferred solution, according to a recent Labor policy
statement, would be a four-power NATO directorate--
including West Germany--which would formulate the
Alliance's nuclear strategy. Moreover, rather than
letting Britain's "spurious" independent deterrent
run down, Labor now suggests it would attempt to
"pool it" in return for a greater share in the com-
mand and control of NATO's (i.e., the US') nuclear
arsenal., This position has recently been echoed
by West Germany's Socialist spokesman for defense
who in a public meeting has called for full Euro-
pean participation in planning the use of the Al-
liance's entire deterrent and the creation of a
supreme NATO command or planning staff for this pur-
pose,
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